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How Proposition 13 
affected the City

City & Community 

Background 


• Lcs..~ t han 6,000 residents 

· Rura1 w/mmimum one·acre lots o n hill:>ides or nestro within wooded areas 

• No .schools. ~.as swi.ons or g rocery scores 

· OnJ)· commercial property: Hacienda CalfClub and a sm all real C!>~tc office 
• Rcwurec production: oil and natur.1.l gas. but 90% e fl and i.s reside ntiaJ 

on the concept of a "general >enefil" 
cor1trllbutlo,n - and relat ed Prop 218 ch;olle,nges, -
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How Proposition 13 
affected the City 

• Mo~:~rot>the lioo~.nd.d .u;su.,t ptiotu tluthW 5.-apportcd fnrnt)XIt4ian i.n l974wt.n"dimi:s~ on 

tbtdll} tl l:d Ufl( bofa.ll'lt Adll b PJ~itlol\ I J "' M QJt th~ satne W.U0., Tb, !){~t ty tU 
r«wtnuc l)..~.o~~~lmmlr 'tgnllir..o:ulv 

• WUMnr ad:venooert-Vc:nlll.' b.u.e the citv lud ra rdy«~ rc:~oidents.1:o ploviJ.rthtir av.-a z~.~:an~p;;l 
llf'tr.«s. Rt~c:nu (nao.~tl)· lot:o~l umcns) -.ero'fd •~ the ihe dep.._Ttlllellt. J, ruidC"Ilt·b.ucd Ro,a:l, 
Co!!ltllitt~ bro.u.;.btout t11eir owo t<lu!pzl'lttlt to p;.lb:.h. paV~<el'll J.ndp-..dt die ~n..uv dut ma:h 

thM c:ri»o.:ro~M-d tJ•c City. 

• Ovu- lbt .lS)'e.l.U ~:nee f:'lavp.lrolcirm, thoecity~l wd irml!l .tCIOmmmlity ofeqnt sm1U$ ...M 
~~~ fMrnff.o. lt>OM4£1.arp"~-:l~l<mt hotUel;. The t<aundeN. b.aJ.o~.ut»nN r:h.:.t l:lc'w.XW!tJ;lmt!ll 

"''Ould g~atlve:cplnd the teYt!lUt h.uoe. ho"'"''tt• both PrllOJI B md rrop 2 11J whkb rallo""W m.tode 
tbtt~t'( ~!llllc(')y. 
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How Proposition 13 

affected the City 


o Many of the financial assumptions that had supported incorporation in 1978 were eliminated on 

the day that LHH became a city as Proposition 13 was on the same ballot. The property tax 
revenue base shrunk significantly. 

o Without a diverse revenue base the city had to rely on residents to provide their own municipal 

services. Residents (mostly local farmers) served as the fire department. A resident-based Roads 
Committee brought out their own equipment to patch pavement and grade the many dirt roads 
that crisscrossed the city. 



• Without a diverse revenue base the city had to rely on residents to provide their own municipal 
services. Residents (mostly local farmers) served as the fire department. A resident-based Roads 

Committee brought out their own equipment to patch pavement and grade the many dirt roads 

that crisscrossed the city. 

• Over the 35 years since incorporation, the city evolved from a community ofequestrians and 

avocado farmers to one oflarge custom homes. The founders had assumed that new development 
would greatly expand the revenue base, however, both Prop 13 and Prop 218 which followed made 
that very unlikely. 





Ho1w policy making has been 
impacted by the Propositions 

. <:!l!~trtcm w~ m~ 2001 rqcr,slon >~<"1\ysai.K l).l.;k ;~nn..,~I01~C~ S(NI:~t 
~l.l!;tl~(t.sa-{W:ll)(l ~ loti.n;ll'l;\.""til)n !np.tVQI #$~~~II 30N.SYtfQlt. 

· The Sh~oiPfto 21ihif'IQ~(r.o'et theCif~;t~jj\l t!Ma. Forecal'l'lple, LIIIMfi He!uhts 
i s el\t<ll rewclt<S in~tC'!\'" ~h;~t d~srutclt.lroe "'"ll(f!tse ,e-es tllwfltlll\e tdu.se 
NUll!I Ml elr'~ltiSMty M (ll!lll!t~l<lty~C~'S: tl:1 11et b«~ t/Jn(ltiU ll!eSUU V'l$01 
US ~rtf'leltss ~~int!lrs.ttt~Meyis Ill~ w.stt tOiin9.cltid tNt !1'11'¢1~ ct i~ 
ffar'ld\M ~es'Miti~CM.oA-co 218 el«tlon . 

Conditions the~t led to the need for the renewal of the 
9@nefit Assessment District In contrast to other funding needs. 

• T~ fuu11ll (•!lilt<:1rr'1 mainii!IIIM!e.lllllflww•H'II'!Iin&lalllll jioJ I .HII 
de.:l.k.l t<• C'A'4!1' 0001..'1 S l!n/urtu~tely, (1\sulq<I !!.Jd ll«n 10) 


l>~tfunJ«<th~t•lw ~IIWio.i•pl~n! .;.n f!lcp~YW!('!:WW~IM 


tn.lu.lcwu ~~tl tl>lt O~rl..-. ~-uiJ. no;l tuikr tbc- hill 
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• Til( <:IV'"""'"''''~"' 'i.,,"'N',..,,1 .r, €<"< ~!w ..,,,..., lor •n•nol"'ln 1'"'11" 
Tbt>'l:Ch '""" '~'""'.,.M,dl('jol~·•~todi~~~"'"'Y~C'(d>t r"'~"" 



po11cy maKing nas oeen 
impacted by the Propositions 

• Coincident with the 2007 recession , the City scaled back annual expenditures. Service 
cutbacks included a 20% reduction in patrol as well as a 30% staff cut. 

• The shadow of Prop 218 hangs over the City at all times. For example, La Habra Heights 
is one of few cities in California that does not charge franchise fees though the refuse 
hauler has exclusivity. In general, city attorneys do not believe franchise fees fall under 
218 nevertheless a plaintiffs attorney is filing cases against cities that impose or increase 
franchise fees without a Prop 218 election. 



that were undermining the pavement. 

-conditions tliat lect to tile neect for tile renew a of the 
Benefit Assessment District in contrast to other funding needs. 

• The fourth ofthe City's maintenance districts was expiring in 2012 so LHH 

decided to create District 5. Unfortunately, District 4 had been so 

underfunded that the roads had lost placement on the pavement condition 

index. lt was agreed that District 5 would not suffer the same fate. 


• To that end the Roads Committee recommended increasing the assessment to 

achieve a higher pavement condition index and to address drainage problems 


• The creation of District 5 was opposed from the outset by an anti-tax group. 
Though small in number, these residents challenged every aspect of the process. 



How Council Members 

reacted and the need to 


educate them and the public 

on the concept of a "general benefit" 


:ontril)ution - and related Prop 218 challer1ge·s' 
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Though the Council knew it would not be an easy sell, they supported an 
increase in the assessment and voted unanimously to support the creation 
of District 5. 

The anti-ta.'< group funded direct-mail fliers that charged misuse of 
District 4 funds, improper allocation ofspecial v. general benefits, and 
under-allocation ofassessment units to the golf course, the nature 
preserve, and other non-residential properties. 

The fliers cast doubts on the adequacy of the Pavement Management Plan 
and disputed the need to address faulty drainage. 

The Roads Committee's information fliers tried to counter the 
misinformation thowever, the fliers were dull compared to the slick 
publications of the anti-tax group. 

Warned not to give the appearance of using tax dollars to support Di~;trict 
5, the council did not actively campaign for the new district. 



How Citizens Reacted 
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Lessons l earned 
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Post-elf"c.tlor ar<JI }'S I ~ 1nd ~tt:d • 0 ' or nr 

A Tbe an[i~tax group convinced a large number ofresidents that the city had olher sources ofrevenue and that 
should have been e-xhausted prior to imposiJtg a pared Lax 

Many residents could nol see Lhc.- need for road main tenance on thei r own street and thcrefon! wo uld not 
support d1t: roads system as a whole 

( Some residents insisted they never used cityStreeu. 

Residents who supported t he district did so because: 

A They kne'o\" that ongomg maintenance would fo restall major capital iovesouent that ultimately wou ld be very 
expensive 

B 

c 
RcsidenLS unde rs:t:and the lack of revenue diversity created need for assessment district..; 

Many residents were ple3sed with the prog ress the previous disLricts had made in improving the overa ll 
qu<"~ lityofthe ro01ds 

How Citizens Reacted 
Much to the surpnse of the CotmciJ -and long-term res ident$, Dist rit.1. 5 failed by a rn•o.-to-one vote. 



Lessons Learned 
Some council members are considering changing the 

general plan to encourage commercial development for 

the purpose ofgenerating sales taxes. 
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Pre-Work 
• Review of improvements and services 

• Review of existing revenue sources and options 

• Review of existing budget and cost allocation plan 
• Review of defined levels of services and cost savings 

• Research and studies available for general vs. special benefit analysis 



Example Update of the City's Pavement Management 

Plan and Drainage Master Plan for pavement condition 
index and maintenance efforts required for streets in 

varying conditions. 



Determine benefits 

Tmprovcd access : 

Road damage can lead to or cause vehicular accidents. Road damage can impair 

access to a parcel. The usefulness ofa parcel cannot be realized unless it is accessible. 


Im p ·uv~o:d · '&n s f r Lr 1 r~l' q res ( "SC vehides· 
The efficient and timely response to emergencies is a critical 

component to the effectiveness ofemergency response. Improving 
road conditions will improve emergency response efficiency and 
timeliness. The benefit of improved ingress for emergency 
response is similar to improved access to a parcel but will be 
measured differently and evaluated separately. 



Spectar Cons;dera tions 
Part 11 

Consider throughout 

Separate and quan[if)r general and special benefit 
• P n .>pon ionaliry ofLhc as.scssmcnl 

Benefit points 
• Jn'lpto~·ed li~Sbtn,..Jit pol-Ill$ hascd on"" IIU:'I'$S tJn\M' and.n:mcUnl1rip 

g.:nentinn l';l.(cS from the Jnnitu•e- litrTt:Ul~poMJ.Ij(tn £ngln~er~{IT.£) Trip 
Generuian Ma:ou.aJ. 

L>-"' UCLA ITSr 1n ,-;;-;r, , u---;--; o ,.
TRANSPORTATIONSrtJOIES 

JT£ trip$ were adju$1C'd base:-d on -U'iveJ tnn4.s and dcnsug,n.pltjo;s 
~oludy b)' 1he losrltute at Tn:nspon:atl<m Stud.it-.s, School uff'>ublio; 
Polk)• 11ndSoclaJ r«-,,~;~.rdt "'' the UnJo.'enity ot'lalitO:tuia.l.oj 
Angdes 1hat br~aksciawl) t-rip r.ues by:.~C!g.mur-. Mc..Jau :as;e in the 

Ci1y is 42 -1 YeatS\•.s. l.U yetrs [n Caltforni.J.. 
• Emt(Xency l'eSf'>QilSc 1ngrtiS benetit poitHS ba..>ed on 11n emergeno.)' l't!.ifl0111c 

rowc-lietor J.n.-1 t:nlC'!gcncy re~;pOil$(" netd baS-ed on jno;ident dau from the 
La Hibn. Htif:}tts Fire Department 
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Consider throughout 

• Separate and quantify general and special benefit 

• Proportionality of the assessment 




Benefit points 
• Improved access benefit points based on an access factor and standard trip 

generation rates from the Institute for Transportation Engineers (lTE) Trip 
Generation Manual. 

"· .... ucLA ns 
,., INSTITUTE OF 

TRANSPORTATION STUDIES 
ITE trips were adjusted based on travel trends and demographics 

study by the Institute ofTransportation Studies, School of Public 
Policy and Social Research at the University ofCalifornia, Los 

Angeles that breaks down trip rates by age group. Median age in the 
City is 42.4 years vs. 33.3 years in California. 

• Emergency response ingress benefit points based on an emergency response 

route factor and emergency response need based on incident data from the 
La Habra Heights Fire Department. 
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Special considerations Part I 
An access factor was used to account for the fact that certain parcels, based on their location, 
receive different degrees of access benefit. The access fuctor is determined by a parcel's immediate 
driveway access point. Each parcel in the City falls into one ofthree categories: 

Exclusive access - Parcels that require the use of maintained streets for access 
Most parcels f.'tll within this category and receive the full benefit points. Access factor: 
1.0. 

Non-exclusive access - Parcels where a driveway meets an intersection, half of which is 
maintained by the City, and other half is not. The intersection is the point at which the City's 
maintenance stops because the intersection is located on the border line of the City limits and the 
road continues inLOanother jurisdiction. Access factor: 0.5. 

No access - Parcels in Lhe City tl1at are accessed from streets completely outside the City's 
mainttmance network. Access factor: 0.0. 
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• An emergenc-y response route FActor was used to account for the fact that certain parcels, based on their location, w ill 
receive less emergency response ingress benefit than others. The emergency response route factor is determined by rl1e 
route traveled by the Fire Department to a parcel in response to an emergency. Each parcel in the City faUs into one oftwo 
categories: 

• M:rintained strccr emergency rome -Route used by the Fire Department requires the usc ofstreets within the City's 
maintenance network. 


A Most parcels fall wirl1in this category and receive the full benefit points. Emergency response factor: 1.0. 


• Non-maintained street emergency route- Route used by the Fire Department does not require the use ofstreets with in the 
City's maintenance network. Includes parcels rl1at can only be accessed by the Fire Departmem from streets in the City of 
Whittier or the Cotmty. Emergency response factor: 0.0. 



Special Considerations 
Part II 
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Special Considerations 
Part II 

• The City does not maintain private roads. There are some private roads within the City but access to 
the private road requires, at some point, the use ofa public (city-maintained) street. Parcels located 
on private roads are assessed as if they fronted the point at which the private road accesses the public 

street. (No adjustment). 
K l i 

• If benefits accruing to parcels will he measured largely byvehicle trips then any parcel expected to 
generate vehicle trips will be deemed to receive some benefit - including publicly owned parcels 
(County, City, Water District, Community College). (No adjustment). 

1\n ., .1rv re>Jd p 

• Parcel ancillary to an adjacent single family residential parcel. These parcels may be completely 
undeveloped or may contain improvements such as pools, garages, or storage sheds, but they are not 
improved withdwelling units. Parcel must share a boundary line with the single family residential 
parcel, have common ownership, and be less than one acre in size {average size of residential parcels 
in the City). (Zero access). 



Separation of general and special benefits 

For this particular Assessment District, general benefits 
accrue mainly related to vehicles ((passing through" the 

City. Vehicles coming from or going to a parcel within 

the City imply special benefit. The separation ofgeneral 

and special benefits will be measured by the estimated 
portion ofvehicle trips ((passing through" the City. 
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Specific streets and general vs. special benefits 
• Ha rbor Boulevard - Twice as much t raffic as Hacienda Road, but maintained by the County. riot incl uded in the C ity's street 

maintenance network, no r is it used in the determination ofspecial and gene ral benefit. 

· 	Hacienda Road - Average traffic is approximately ten times t hat ofany other street maintained by the City. Available traffic 

impact study data for Hacienda Road a nd East and West Road connectors was used in combination wi th dividing the City into 

•traffic basins" to estimate trip generatio n from City parcels to and fro m Hacienda Road. Special benefit resul t: 28%. General 

benefit result: 72'K,. 

· East Road and West Road (connectors fr om each side of the City to t he center (Hacienda Road))- Available traffic study data 

an d layout ofEast and \Vest Roads confirmed the roads are not used for major "pass t hrough" traffic (but some). Special 

benefit r esult: 64.9%. General benefit result: .35.1%. 
Local streets - Method I - Based on the la yo u! of the City's local streets, there are no local streets that provide an efficient o r 

direct way to travel other tha n to access a parcel within the City. However, a minimal amount of''pass through" traffic fr om 

lost drivers (given the winding and secluded nature of the local streets) and a minimal am ount o f "residential tourism" (given 

the beautiful homes and natural surroundings) was estimated at I % each. Special benefit result: 98%. General benefit resul t: 

Local streets - Method 2 - Very limi ted traffic study data was available for local streets, except for a study completed in 1993 

(for some local streets only). Analysis of the lim ited traffic count data reflected approximately 98% local traffic confirming 

special benefit assign ment of98% to local streets. General benefit result: 2%. 



Special considerations Part Ill 
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Special considerations Part Ill 

Parcels outside City boundary but fronting a street 
maintained by the City 

Total square footage area of the 
street was calculated and half was 

assigned as general benefit. 
Special benefit result: SO% of 
specific street area. General 

benefit result: SO% ofspecific 
street area. 
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The area in square feet ofeach street was determined by Bucknam & 
Associates and is detailed in the PMP. The general benefit percentage of 
each street or street type was multiplied by the total area ofsuch street. The 
result is the total square footage area considered to be general benefit. Tbe 
general benefit square footage was summed for all street segments and 

divided into the total square footage ofall maintained streets. The result is 
the overall general benefit percentage. The table below details this 
calculatiron: 

System-wide general benefit calculation 
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The general benefit, which is the percentage of the 

total budget that must be funded through sources other 

than assessments, is 11.86%. The special benefit then, 

which is the percentage of the budget that may be 

funded by assessments, is 88.14%. 



Summary of Assessments 


Total Budget (FY 2012113) $1,116,793.65 

General Benefit (11.86%) <'l 132,451.73 

Special Benefit (88.14%) 121 984,341.92 

Total Benefit Points 1,867.43 

Maximum Assessment per Benefit Point (FY 2012/13) $527.11 

(1) Portion of the budget that cannot be funded by assessments 
(2) Portion of the budget that can be funded by assessments 



Budget 


Stret!l: Ualrunenoe ~rsonM-1Costs 
A WafJOS. f=ul orne pos~ucn 
B Bena~s 

Street U.ahteNnee Personne-l Cottt Subtotot 
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B 1 COr1Jn~ncy (tO%) 

s 2 PrO!O<l Design (7%) 

6 3 ConsiTUCbO'l Managa'llef'll and tnspect!Cfl ( ?%) 


tn:lnagt Mairttn MCitiConttructlon Costs Subtcltaf 

Stttet t.llirunan:tJConsttuttlon Costs 
A Consttuction Budg@t . RoadSalld BErms 

A 1 Coc'C!OQeOtY (1~} 
A2. PrOIO<t Design 17%)
A 3. consttuebO'l ManagEIYieOI and tnspecttCI'I (7%) 

Stre.et Maintelli!lnceiConatruction Coe;ta Slbtotal 

Clstt ltt Adml~scrauon 
A Assessment DIS1nct AdrooistratlCJ'I 
9 Pnn;sng and a<Nern$11lg 
C Upda«ed GI S maps (PIOjeO ttac:king Md history) 
0 N>l;<W<Jks OrettoriC<y Et9neer 

ChtrletAdmlnlscratl on SUbtotal 

Budget Subtota l 

Total Sudgtt 
o-,.,..d 15") 

SQ~OOO.OO 
1625000 

$81 ,260.00 

$4000000 
90.000.00 

9,000 00 
6.:1JO 00 
6.:1JO 00 

$151, 600.00 

-82500 
62.662 so 
<3,877.75 
43Sn 75 

$77.7,263.00 

$ 10 00000 
5,50000 
3,000 00 

35.000 00 
$5~600.00 

$1,063,613.00 
53.18065 

$1, 116,793,65 

http:1,063,613.00
http:5~600.00
http:77.7,263.00
http:3,877.75
http:90.000.00
http:SQ~OOO.OO


calculated by the following procedure: 

Method of Assessment 
The maximum assessment for each parcel in the District is 

Step 1: 	 Assign each parcel its appropriate land use type based on 
the most recent Los Angeles County Assessor's Secured 

Roll data. 



Step 2: Assign each parcel an AF based on its location and the rates in the table below: 
Parcel Access 

Access Type Factor 

Exclusive Access 1.00 

Non-Exdusive Access 0.50 

No Access 0.00 
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Step 3: Assign each parcel ADT based on land use type and the 

rates in the table below: I 



After computing each parcel's ADT, 
divide the result by seven to determine 

the equivalent daily trips (EDT). The 
\12.St m:ajority of sin g le f:..mlly 

residential parcels are assigned seven 

ADT. For ease, each parcel's ADT are 
divided by seven so that the majority of 
single family residential parcels (which 

make up 82% of the City's parcels) will 
represent the base EDT of 1.0 and all 
other parcels will be relative to such 

Method of Assessment continued ... 

Land Uoe lype EOTForroola 

Ancillary Residenlia Property 0.00 per parcel 


CHy Hrt!l 
 1ij 29 per pa1ce1 

0.2271 per o.acCity Pork 

13 11 f)et' {t)lfCCUfS~ 


M !$C!=!IIA!,E!()JS $1fU (I ~IrE~ 


G OII COufSE! 

0?500 per pfll<;el 

Nursing Home 0.3286 	 pc..- bed 

per 1,o:m sq tt Of Dulkhng
Office 1 65 a1ei:l 


OpenSpace I Hiklng Trails 
 0.0086 per acre 


Relv,)10us lns111uhet) 
 00614 PE!f pafku)!) SPACe 


Resource Extractioo 
 0.2500 	 per parcel 

per 1, 000 sq fi d buildingSChOol 2.07 
a•ea 

1.00 per p(l{cOf-siif!;i'e >am1 y KoMcnMI 

Undeveloped Land 0.0114 per acre 

EDT. 

The table to the righ t shows the EDT 
formulas: 



Step 4 Assign each parcel an 
a 

ERRFactor based on its 

location and the rates in 

thetable to the below: 

I 

ERR 
Route Type FactorEmergency 

Maintained Emergency 

No Maintained Emerge 

Route 

nc.y Route 

1.00 

0.00 



Step 5 Assign each parcel ERN based on its land use type and 
the rates in the table bduw: 

ERN (P« pareel unless 
Und L'$e TYPt othel\'ti.Je nottdl 

111101~11' ><Co..,n:oal..,.operty VU'J 

OIUfd\ 3.30 

City Hall 000 

Golf CoJtse d 51 per oourse r· 

t,IISOOiaflOOUS Stuctufe 0.00 

NursmQHeme ., 
OlhOO 0 .75 

Park: 1503 

Prtvat: Road 0 .00 

RI?SOUfOO OltlaC10fl 0.12 ' 

- SCilOCI v7~ 
Single F<lmly Residential l 00 

Un<ieve'op;:lct'Ctlen fc;ace 002 peraqe 



Method of Assessment continued ... 

Step 6 	Maluplythc •FbrthcEDTtoc""'purc 
eao:h parcd.'~ 4\ccess Bmd"v. Po tniS. 

Step I 	 Mult iply the £ KR Facto r by the EltN to compute e.~ch 
pa.rcers ERJ Benef,t Points. 

Step 8 	Add the rcs uhs ofStep 6 and Step 7 to compute c.ach 
parcel's Prdimina rr Benefit Point-;. 

Step 9 	 Divide t he result :>fSt cp 8 by two to compute e>ach pa.rcd's 

Total fkncfir Pohrs. 

Tilt-~~~yrf~ ..~ ,,.,nN,.,.,.,..;Jr-o ..~••• ·~<WI1'!~0!,.,..16mr11! 1\;.'m< 

~-·e.di!'OU:cf, P!dii!Ull,.·~·lkM!~ IYII'lH((JM.Wk'111M ...)1.~1 lht e<lutiiV "*ii~ 
t.o!l.-...o.~...,...,p...,. tww.. , ..w""~"'"' ••c..,:.r•""'"'••,..,c.rn.•"•"••a.,.,;, 

tn,,.,.,nl 0-(o. .tl<otll<r~....t.•tl k "'*•*"'w....t 1.....-f• 

St eps 1 tll rou~h 9 are summarized as follows: 

,..., 
· EDT )·( ' ......_, 



Method of Assessment continued ... 

Step 6 Multiply the AF by the EDT to compute 

each parcel's Access Benefit Points. 

Step 7 Multiply the ERR Factor by the ERN to compute each 

parcel's ERI Benefit Points. 

Step 8 Add the results ofStep 6 and Step 7 to compute each 

parcel's Preliminary Benefit Points. 

Step 9 Divide the result of Step 8 by two to compute each parcel's 

Total Benefit Points. 



The vast majority ofsingle family residential parcels are assigned two Preliminary Benefit Points. 
For ease, each parcel's Preliminary Benefit Points are divided by two so that the majority of single 
family residential parcels (which make up 82% of the City's parcels) will represent the base Benefit 

Point of 1.0 and all other parcels will be relative to such benefit. 

Steps 1 through 9 are summarized as follows: 

{ Access Total 
X EDT ) + ( ERR X ERN ) ­

Factor BenefitFactor 
Points 



Method of Assessment continued ... 

Step 10 	Sum the rest~<ofStep 9 for all parcels in the District. 

Questions ~ 
St ep 11 	 Oiv ide rhe port ion ofthe budget represenl:ii,g speci:1l be11etir by t be • 

~ulrofSrep 10 ro compu re rhe rare pet Benriir Point. 

Step 12 	 Multiply each parcel's Toul Benefit PointS b)' rhe m ultof 
Step 11 (0 oompLlte e.-.ch 1,3tcel'~ a.~me.I'H. 

ltlt" !t\J l' of TOI~l Bent u Po111b tor I'le D1stuc.t iS ... 
Ul67.43 Dr.oidiruj thO pcrfion ofth• blldq<!t 	 -­lfli)Ji7' 7St6 

tribl:t~bk tO s~cial bene.fit Into tht District's Tota! 
D 	 -­

h 



Method of Assessment continued ... 


Step 10 Sum the result of Step 9 for all parcels in the District. 

Step 11 	 Divide the portion of the budget representing special benefit by the 
result ofStep 10 to compute the rate per Benefit Point. 

Step 12 	 Multiply each parcel's Total Benefit Points by the result of 

Step 11 to compute each parcel's assessment. 



The sum of Total Benefit Points for the District is 
1,867.43. Dividing the portion of the budget 

attributable to special benefit into the District's Total 
Benefit Points yields a rate per Benefit Point of 

$527.11. This is the maximum assessment rate for 
Fiscal Year 2012/13. 

http:1,867.43


Assessment Roll (Sample) 


.......... 




City of La Habra Heights 

Street Maintenance Dist rict No. 5 


FY 2012113 Assessment Roll 


A 1N 1nd U: 'T )e 
no e am lv 

)I · no e amly 
)1 . nge am ly 

ng e Family 
Single Family 

)1·010 noe ; 'am 1y 
nae amlv 
noe am lv 
noe am tv 
nge am ly 

)inge Family 
irlgle Family 

13 inae am !v 
ina e am v 
inq e am v 
i"l!e amy 
.;n~ e am y 

Singe Family 
ingle Family 

10 inaeamv 
inqe am v 
inqe amy 
ilnQe amy 
>•no e Family 

Sing e Family 
~~Family 
i1nqle am v 
.inq le am v 
.inqle am y 

1~ )Ingle Family 
Single Family 

18 SinaleFamily 
19 Slnale Family 

Single Family 
ingle Family les den1ial 
inole Fam v 
inole Fam v 
in(lle Fam y 

Access 
Factor 

I, 
1. 
I. 
t. 
1. 
I. 
0. 

1. 
1.00 
1 
1 
1. 
1 

1 
1 

1.00 
1 

1. 
I, 
1. 
1. 

1. 
1.00 

1 
1 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

_EDT 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1.00 
1.00 
1 
1. 
1 
1 
1 

1.00 
1 
1 

I. 
1 . 

1 
1. )0 

1.00 
1 

1.00 
1.00 
1 
1. 

0 . 
1 
1 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

Access 
Benefit 
Points 

1 
1 
1. 
1 . 
1 
1.00 
0 .50 
1 
1. 
1. 

1. 
1. 
1.00 
1. 
1. 
1. 
1. 
1. 
1. 
1.00 
1. 
1. 
1. 
1. 
1. 
1.00 
1.00 
1. 
1. 
0.• 
1. 
1 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

ERR 
Factor 

1.01 
1 
1 

I. 
1. 
1 
1.()( 
1.00 
I . 
I . 
I . 
t. 
I . 
1.00 

I . 
1 . 
1.00 

ERN 
_l.OO 
1 
1 

1 

1. 
1. 
1.00 
1.00 

1 

1.00 
1 

1 
_1cll0 
1 

ERI Total 
Benelll Preliminary Benefit 
Points Benefit Points Points 

1.00 . 2.00 I .00 
1 2. uo 
1 I 
1 I . 
I 1. 

1. 1 
1.00 0. 
1.00 2.0< 1.00 
1 1 lO 
1 1 
1. I . 

1 1. 
1.00 1. 
1.00 1. 

1. 2.00 1.00 
1. 1.01 
I . 1 

1 1 
1 1 
1.01 1 

PrnrnAN:t 
FY 201 2113 

Assessment (1) 
$527. 11 

7.11 
. 11 
'.1 1 
.I 
.I· 

195.3: 
527.1 

'.11 
'.11 
'. It 
,II 

.II 
·27. 11 

527. 11 
'. 1 1 

1.00 2.0 1.00 527. , 
1 2.00 1.00 527.11 
1 1 ',11 
1. 1. ·. , 
1 1. ·. , 

1 1. 1. '. 11 
_1.() 1.00 1.00 1. !7. 1 I 
1.00 _1.4)() 1.00 2. ()( 1. 00 527.It 
I . 2. t. 0 527.11 
I. 0. ).00 
I 1. ', 11 
I 1 ,It 
1 1 1.00 1. .It 

::~~ ~----~:~:~o0o~--~: :~~~o~----~~------~:.. o~oo~----~5~2!77~.·: :~: 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 527. , 

_1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 527. , 
t .oo _t.oo 1.oo 2.01 1.oo 527. , 
1.00 1.00 1.00 2 .00 1.00 527.11 



City of La Habra Heights 

Street Maintenance District No. 5 


FY 2012/13 A ssessment Roll 


APN 

[826: 
18267·( 
8267-( 

'""' [8 21 
i821 7-( 

1821 7-( i·( 

land Use l ype 
lnQie amity 
,nqle amity 
ngle amily 

Single Family 
;;ng le F amity 
'ngle am y 
na le am lv 
ng le amity 

Single Familv 
i ingle Family 
ing le Fam y 
nate Fam v 
_ng le Fam ly 

u , S ngle Family 
18291 
18291· 

Totals 

Access 
Factor 

1.(() 

1.(() 
1.(() 
1 

1.00 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1.00 
1.00 

00 
1.00 

2,172.50 

EDT 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1.00 
1.00 
1.~ 

1.01 
1 .~ 

1.00 
1.00 
0.2!> 
0.25 

1,936.91 

Access 
Benefit 
Points 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1.00 
1.00 
1 
1 
1 
1.00 
1.00 
0.2!> 
0.25 

1,887.07 

ERR 
Factor 

1.00 
1.00 
1. 
1. 

1 ' 
1. 
1.00 
1 

1 ' 
1. 

1' 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

2,160.00 

ERN 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
l 
1. 

1 
1.00 
1.00 
1 
l 
1 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0 . 10 
0.10 

1,879.20 

ERI 
Benefit Preliminary 
Points Benefit Points 

1.00 2.00 
1.00 2. 
1.00 
1 ' 
1 
I. 
1.00 
1.00 
1 ' 
1. 
1. 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.10 
0.10 

1,847.80 

2.00 
2.00 

2.00 
2.00 
!.00 
1.35 
1.35 

3 ,73 .73 

Total 
Benefit 
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(1) Actual amount placed on the tax rOll may less ckle to Los Angdes County Auditor reauirements that the levy be an even nurnbe< 



Questions 




Shauna Clark Pablo Perez 
City of La Habra Heights NBS 

562 .694.6302 x221 800.6 7 6.7516 
shaunac@lhhcity.org pperez@nbsgov.com 




